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Attorney Docket No. 14211US02 
Response dated March 22, 2007 

In Reply to Office Action of December 22, 2006 

REMARKS 

Claims 11-28 are pending. Claims 11, 15, 16, 19-23, 27 and 28 are rejected. Claims 12- 
14, 17, 18 and 24-26 are objected to. 

Correction to Office Action 

Correction is requested. The Office Action mailed December 22, 2006 ("Office Action") 
lists "Wallace et al" on pages 3 and 4. As the Examiner may recall, the Wallace patent document 
was removed from consideration in view of a previous response. It is respectfully requested that the 
Office Action be corrected. 

Patentable Subject Matter 

Applicant gratefully acknowledges the indication by the Examiner that claims 12-14, 17, 
18 and 24-26 recite patentable subject matter. However, in view of at least the remarks herein, it 
is believed that claims 12-14, 17, 18 and 24-26 are in condition for allowance. 

Obviousness Rejection 

Claims 11, 15, 16, 19-23, 27 and 28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious over United States Patent No. 4,979,183 ("Cowart") in view of United States Patent No. 
6,188,720 Bl ("Batzer"). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection as set forth below. 

Claim 1 1 

Claim 11 recites, in part, "a metallic shield adjacent the card arranged to provide 
electromagnetic shielding for the radio transceiver". It is respectfully submitted that neither 
Coward nor Batzer, individually or combined, teaches at least these elements as set forth in claim 
11. 

The Office Action admits that "Cowart does not specifically disclose the features of metallic 
shield adjacent the card arranged to provide electromagnetic shielding for the radio transceiver". 
Office Action at page 2. 

Thus, the Office Action must presumably allege that Batzer teaches the "metallic shield" as 
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set forth in claim 11. However, Batzer does not make up for the admitted teaching deficiencies of 
Cowart. 

It is respectfully noted that the words "shield" or "metallic" appear nowhere in the 
written description of Batzer. 

If Batzer is silent with respect to a "metallic shield", then how can the Office Action 
allege that Batzer teaches a "metallic shield" as set forth in claim 11? 

In support of the obviousness rejection, the Office Action specifically cites col. 2, lines 18- 
37 and col. 7, lines 8-37 of Batzer as proof that Batzer teaches a metallic shield to provide 
electromagnetic shielding for a radio transceiver. 

Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner to specifically point out where, in either col. 2, 
lines 18-37 of Batzer or col. 7, lines 8-37 of Batzer, Batzer allegedly teaches a "metallic shield" as 
set forth in claim 11. 

A careful examination of col. 2, lines 18-37 and col. 7, lines 8-37 of Batzer reveals that 
neither cited text discusses a "metallic shield" as set forth in claim 1 1 . 

For at least the above reasons, an obviousness rejection cannot be maintained. 

It is therefore respectfully requested that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) be 
withdrawn with respect to claim 1 1 . 

Claims 22. 23. 27 and 28 

Claim 22 is reproduced below as a courtesy. 

22. A PCMCIA-sized card suitable for connection to a portable 
computer comprising a radio transceiver within the card capable of 
processing radio communications, the transceiver comprising a receiver 
including: 

a down converter arranged to covert RF communication signals to 
IF communication signals; 

a first IF bandpass filter capable of passing a first band of 
frequencies; and 

a second IF bandpass filter capable of passing a second band of 
frequencies different from the first band of frequencies. 

Page 7 of 9 



U.S. Application No. 10/684,650, filed October 14, 2003 
Attorney Docket No. 14211US02 
Response dated March 22, 2007 

In Reply to Office Action of December 22, 2006 

Neither Cowart nor Batzer even mentions intermediate frequencies, let alone two IF 
bandpass filters. 

For at least the above reasons, it is respectfully requested that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) be withdrawn with respect to claim 22 and its rejected dependent claims (i.e., claims 23, 27 
and 28). 

Claims 16 and 19-21 

Claim 16 is reproduced below as a courtesy. 

16. A PCMCIA-sized card suitable for connection to a 
portable computer comprising a radio transceiver within the card capable 
of processing radio communications according to a first protocol used for 
communications and also is capable of processing radio communications 
according to a second protocol used for communications. 

Neither Cowart nor Batzer appears to teach a PCMCIA-sized card suitable for connection to 
a portable computer that includes a radio transceiver within the card. Cowart appears to 
contemplate that the transceiver 20 is part of a base-station type of device and thus is not a portable 
computer. Note that Cowart teaches that each transceiver 20 defines a "cell" of a network. See, 
e.g., col. 1, lines 32-34. In addition, there is no evidence in Cowart that transceiver 20 is part of a 
PCMCIA-sized card as set forth in claim 16. With regard to Batzer, the attention of the Examiner is 
respectfully drawn to FIG. 5 (HF modem 28) and FIG. 6 (wire-line modem 30) of Batzer. The HF 
modem 28 and the wire-line modem 30 illustrated in FIG. 2 (base site 27). Thus, FIGS. 2, 5 and 6 
of Batzer illustrate the base site 27 or components thereof. The base site 27 is also not a portable 
computer. 

For at least the above reasons, it is respectfully requested that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) be withdrawn with respect to claim 16 and its rejected dependent claims (i.e., claims 19- 
21). 
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Conclusion 

It is therefore respectfully requested that the obviousness rejection be withdrawn with 
respect to claims 11,15, 16, 19-23, 27 and 28. 

In view of at least the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the pending claims 11- 
28 are in condition for allowance. Should anything remain in order to place the present 
application in condition for allowance, the Examiner is kindly invited to contact the undersigned 
at the below-listed telephone number. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees, to charge any fee 
deficiencies or to credit any overpayments to the deposit account of McAndrews, Held & 
Malloy, Account No. 13-0017. 

Date: March 22. 2007 Respectfully submitted, 




McANDREWS, HELD & MALLOY, LTD. 
500 West Madison Street, Suite 3400 
Chicago, Illinois 60661 
Telephone: (312)775-8000 
Facsimile: (312)775-8100 
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